
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

Public Comment Process

JAN 14 2004~eLM PRINEV/LU~
. ~D )

.DISTRICT a .
.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over'Hi,storic Range'
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.' s p'resent method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility. '
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. ,

. -c. The concept of recreatingvegetationconditionsthat existed 150years ago and before
is impossible and isn't vel)' beneficial tQthe community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating ahealthy and diversified ecosystem that

J..

"prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
ti - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within ~.federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason 1 support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

.2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been LlsedbefOl:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. 'Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Address. Qity, Z'
/

Signed:

"\.



RECEIVED.
Bureau of Land Management
A TT: Teal PutTington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT (§iJ

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique call~d 'Historic Range'. I support 'CutTent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. CUtTentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

. uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the communityat large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. CutTent range works the best with our cutTent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUITentrange has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds a~d vegetative concerns.
~,

- --=-g,.TheB. L. M.. is managing public lands-within a federally designated reclamation
, project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
wor).csbetter under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is .a new and uncertain concept Ida not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

-:-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befo,:e?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
. .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ul1ce11ain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management".

Printname:~J1a,io J~. .
.

Address.City.ZiP:J~ £~ ~f tJ/C

SIgned: ~tJv. I Date: J2JL2-k-S
. .
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 @!iJ;/()3
eLM PRINEVILLE -'1'~.

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supporti ve of' CUITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' qver 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

'

, I.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. "

,. c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible'andisn't veryben~ficialto the communityat large.
'

'

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current !and-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
-J. Current range has the best chaJ,lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes.our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
'; - g.The B. L. M.. is managingpublic lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privateiy owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
'Works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the f~ture.

,

--

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a ne,wand uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .
'

- b. How do,I know if historic 'range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
. c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. 'Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use. .

Print name:

Address.

Signed:

R
Date: I ~-?<..:J -0 .:s

0t.vr cr 'I? f1c>
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE.3rdSt
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
;public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVilLE

@.:.
DDISTRICT o/~ u Lf'

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isri"t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.-
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

. prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
.

- g. The B. L. Moois managing public lands 'YithiJI8,fe~erally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamatIon area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncecrtaintiesof the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannotbejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

.
. Current Ran2:e Vegetation Management'.

Printname:' (CM('~"l 11f\.. 13 Ow/-e5

. Address. City. Zip: ~3fo ill S Jf11 Clf,~)OO'S,CL

'Signed: ri~1f1. :i5oLJb
WtM-J ~rll1~iJi lie

Date: /;2-/ C)-03
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: TealPurrington
3050 NEJrd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754.

RECEIVED

, RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

(§BLMPRINEV/LLE ~565
DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as suppoliive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management' . The preferred alternative B.1.M. is proposing utilizes'a newly

. formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past.
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and,before
is impossible and isn'"tvery beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our currentneeds and vegetativeconcerns. -

. --=-g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
'project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human deve~opment and occupancy. That is another key
reason I supjJOlicurrent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.1.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties 0f the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater ,expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Range Veg:etation Management'.

q7791

:':.'.:,.
~,;:.



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE.3rd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

elM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT 6-0

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isrft very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best v,.:ithour current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversitied ecosystem that

°

prioritizes our current needs and vegetativeconcerns.
.

- g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation mea is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occut now and in the future.

- -

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

pMt.
°

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been llsed before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefelTed alternative to support;
. Current Range Vegetation NIanagement'.

Print name: -k£v;", K-f\\1.

Address, City, Zip: .s-,~9'i? .~~ Coyvf..c (VI

Signed: ~ ~
Prl J/!~v/1 n Ie 9 "))Sr

( . -..

Date: (2..-/'7~{) ~

'Ii'l

)~~
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 14 2004eiif)el.M PRINEVILLE ~ 1.
.

DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.Current range is the B.I:.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approachbecause of it's built in flexibility. .

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past..

'

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isrft very beneiicial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current'Iand-use,
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that,

prioritizes' our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within l-Je~eral1y designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area'is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of Ghangesthat will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
.

...a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

, be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses Canllotbejustified by results that are unclear and ullcertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefeITed alternative to support;
'CuITen! Ran2:e Vegetation Managemenr.

. Print name: . G '.JII..e ~j~ .

Address, City. Zip: 539& Sf L.rJ1(* Ln nU1£JJt; /DK-q/~Y
Signed: ~---'tJlJ2.' ~QQ'A' Date: J ~-lc;-Q3-'

r



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE.3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2D04

~
.

BLMPR
,

'NEV
,

/LLE ~6g
DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s prese~t method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. ' .

- c. The concept ofrecteating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn~t very beneticial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and' future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
_.

- - g.The B. L. OM..is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key,.
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. '

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain. -

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Ran2:e Vegetation tvlanagemehf.

Address, City. ZiR:

Signed:

~

<-~N eS
N.t:. ~2t Nc';,\l(;

Date: /2-/ f&:-() 3'

Print name:

.,
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE Jrd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
.JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

.
BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRIOT (f§~J
. .

As a concerned: Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for seve~al reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftlying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. .
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and iSll:'~tvery beneticial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f.' Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current nee<;isand vegetative concerns.,
.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclama!iQ!L,~., .
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. 'This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is anoth,er key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's .never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustitied by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

, emphasizes agricultural use. .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
. Current Ramre Vegetation Management'.

Print name; .~\~fec\

;i:::;~~
sE ~.J.5+

:J~,~
~ r~v\~\I'\~~ ~\"

Date: YL- 16. 0")
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NEJrd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.'
Public Comment Process

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT ~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past.
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isrft very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetativeconcerns.
.

- g. The B. 1. Moois managing p.ubli~J.§.rH:!swithin a federally designated reclap1ation
project area. The land withirithis reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
-.a. I do.not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I krlow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Address, City, Zip:
e

Signed.

I.' .
Xf

i~ir



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 977~4 -

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment PrOcess

I

BI.M PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT rtiiJ

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record a,ssupportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fomulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

-- -

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it' s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isrft very beneficial to the community at large. ,

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

-

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
,

' - g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I suppOli current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not,support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. , '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be,justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizesagricultural use. -

Please amend the prefeITed alternative to support;.CUITent Range Vegetation Managemenf.

"dg77fJ(
Sig~~'

.
t:~;1
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? Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
30?0 NE.3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 42004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT (!iV

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'CuITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isrft very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. CUITentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. CUITentrange works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUITentrange has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our'current needs and vegetative conc'ems.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlliB.-:-,-

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CUITentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
,- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
,

'Current Ranf!e Vegetation Management'.

prmtnam~~ ~ - ..

Address, City, Zip: LI £ '. --r '2-b 'f:>PJk::£Jf!II£ ~
Signed~ --Ie - Date: 1c9.- }/}..-a3



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE.3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process, ,

JAN 1 4 2004 ..

BWPAIN~~e (!i:JDISTRICT ~~,

, .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOl1l1ulatedtechnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for 'several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M. 's present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit'~ built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isrft very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use. activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managin!BJublic lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The-land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it,accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are l.mc1earand uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

.Please amend the preferred altemative to support;
.Current Ran2:e Vegetation Management'.

Print name: .f1; I<...(!. tlA:f)Le. 'e

Address. City, Zip: 6'S' (J ~I,)I ~t"l
.

Signed: ~ vi.- ~L'

. ~r{ t\e.v'ILle G R( S 775~1

Date: f 1- - ("2.- 03

.1

~1~~;



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal PUI,7ington

.

3050NE 3rdSt.
.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RB: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
J;JublicComment Process .

BL.M PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT ~JAN 1 4 2004

y'

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ' Current
. Range VegetationManagement'. The preferred alternativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .

for several reasons. .

"\~

1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept~ftrYing to recreate the

,.' uncertainties of the past. .
. -c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th,?community at large.
.

-.d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use .and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"- g.The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated recIa,mation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the.'best. It
works better under ch~ge, the types of change~ that' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept r do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I lmow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useq before? .
- c. Historic ra.11.gewill be more expensive to implement and more law enforcem~nt will

. be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and 'Uncertain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces ]?ublic access, has built-in contlictswith multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.
. .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'-Current Range Vegetation Management'. .

. Prin(namo: 'f{/-rIC ~ <0 r ;jll;.. .
Ad~oss,c;(yz'j':r:''f 8'6 /J.,; tf:" 51- ~rre617',ut)R 'flUo
Signed: Wf7? ~~ Dale; }/7/~r



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal PUlTington '
3050 NE 3rd81.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN I 4 200.4

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
public Comment Process

elM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT'

@)

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like t~ be on record as supportive of 'Current
,

Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOTInulatedtechnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Can-ent Range' over 'Historic Range' ,

for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

"
uncertaintiesof the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 yeaxs ago and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the communityat large.

.

.' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f Can-ent range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. ..
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing pubUc lands within a federally designated-rec1amation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
. project area is meant for,human developmentand occupancy. That is another key
'reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
worksbett~r under charige, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .
. .

- b. How do I lmow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use~ before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will ,

, be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizesagricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
~.Current Range Vegetation Management'."

Print name: CJ'V.r\-S h~5
'.

Address~ City,Zip:~q NVv' Bf:d:}.~el. ~Ji)t:JIl&,OK
.

Si~~ A;q/f:::!? .
. Date.:1-'1-0/. J,



Bureau of Land Management'
A TT: Teal PUITington '
3050 NE 3rd81. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
J?ublic Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004'

ti9
'

BLM PRINEVILLE t;f!.p,

DISTRICT'

ABa concernedCentral Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of \ Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUITentRange' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

'

1.Current range, is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

.' uncertaintie.s of the past. .
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.
.

.' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultur:e, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f Current range has the best chance of creating a healtJ?yand diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"

- g. The B. L. M.;-is-managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for,human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .'
. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useq before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary..

.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agricultural use.
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'..

Print name:

l
Date.:~ .-(Jl.(

Uf2- °17,S 3



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt. .

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

I13LM PRINEVILLE ~.DISTRICT ~RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
J;>ublicComment Process '

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulatedtechniquecalled 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' ,

for several reasons.
'

1.Current range is the B.1.M. ' s present metho'd of vegetation management.
~a. It is the best approach because,ofit's built in flexibility.
~b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

"
ul1certainti~s' of the past. .,'

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. '

,..'d. CUrrent range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agricultm:e, multiple use and recreation. ,

~e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
~ f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecpsystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
",..g. The B. 1. M.. is managing pubJic lands within a federallydesignatedreclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
,project area is meant for'human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, th~ types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

-..

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot slJ.pport.
~a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t. '

,..b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useri before? .
,..c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

, be necessary.
,..d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
,..e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts 'with multiple Use. and de-,

emphasizesagricultural use. '

Please a~nendthe preferred alternative to support;
';.CurrentRange Vegetation Management'. .

Print na.me: 7;r /~../'"' ,''.) 01.4'7 )" rz1

Ad~ress~ l~. '7.0
1

CAV-C.

Signed? Jy4-9

'f-..c:. /C~ 6 (}1 ~"",.. ~ -e CJ/Z. C?? ?.{;" (J

Date,:Irr /0 '1



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rd St. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

au. PRINEVI~f:'!!!JDISTRICT Y...!J/ b

~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a n<1wly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Histone Range'
for several reasons. .

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftry'ing to recreate the

,.' uncertainties of the past.
.

.
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
.

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.
.

'

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like a.gricul~e, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. ..
,- g. The B. L. M.. is managing pubJic lands within a fedeTIilly-designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
. project area is meant for,human development and OCCJ1pancy.That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of c4anges that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot Sttpport.
- a. I do not supportthe B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
-e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de,.,

emphasizes agricultural use.
. , .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; ,

~.Cu1TentRange Vegetation Management'. "

Print name: ~t£' )tAV'J;>

Ad~ress~p~ ~~w.
Signed:~ -

~ QQJ 5't-

Da:;;:;; ;:177%



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Pun-ington

.

3050 NE 3rdSt.
.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
:public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BLMPRINEVIllE .~
. @:j,

fl
DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of'Cun-ent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated techniquecalled 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .
for several re<:j.sons. .

1.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftrying to recreate the

"
uncertaintie.sof the past.

.
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago ,and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to th~ communityat large. .

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the. best with our cun-ent and future vegetative conditions.
-f Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

- prioritizes our CUITentneeds and vegetative concerns. '...,&1'he B:.1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

. project area is meant for,human development and occ~pancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and i.nthe future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useri before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensiveto implementand more law enforcem~ntwill

.

. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unceltain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with. multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.
.



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Pun-ington

.

3050 NE 3rd St. '
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
.

J;ublic Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BLMPRINEVI~ ~~DISTRICT
. ~~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Cun-ent
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefen-edaltemative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

'Iormulated techniquecalled 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUtTentRange' over 'Historic Range' .

for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.1.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flex:ibility. ,
-'b. Cun-en!range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trfing to recreate the

,I uncertaintie.s of the past. .

'- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago,and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to th~community at large. .

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultuJ::e,multipleuse and recreation. ,

- e. Current range works the. best with our cun-ent and future vegetative conditions.
- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cun-ent needs and vegetative concerns.
"-g. The B. 1. M.'.is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately oWned. This
'project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the ~ture.

-.--

2.Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertaj,nties of the

past. .
'

- b. HowdoI know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been user:!before? .
- c. Historic rangewill be more expensiveto implementand more law enforcem~ntwill

, be necessary.
'

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use~and de-.

emphasizesagriculiural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-.Current Range Vegetation Management'.'

'~Ld It,+'

.

/ 0
Print name:

Address~ City, .
,.

Signed: Date.:



Bureau of Land Management-
ATT: Teal Pun-ington -

3050 NE 3TdSt. .

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

'

. BLM PRINEVI"LE ~ 7JDISTRICT . <:.JCT.

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

J>ublicComment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
. Range Vegetation Management'. The prefelTed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .

for several reasons. .

I.Current range is the B.1.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
, -a. It is the best approach because afit's built in flexibility.

- b. Cun-em range isn't restricted like historic range to a cOD;ceptoftriing to recreate the
,.' uncertainties of the past. .

'-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions thaJ existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ cOl1111J.unityat large.

-' d. CUITentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. CUITentrange works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Cun-ent range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cUtTentneeds and vegetative concerns.
"- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lanas-within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The. land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the,'best. It
works better under chang~, the types of changes that'will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. ,
.

- b. Howdo I know if historic range is the best choicewhen it's never been used before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcem~nt will

- be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agricultural use. .'-

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-.Current Range Vegetation Management' .'

-- -
Print name: <...Sfl~O\"\ 0CN~ .

~::::;' c~ ~
>J,5,

~:,:~11~-,~_~~
~77~



RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt. '

. . Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINeviLlE ~. fe~DISTRICT ~c7" ~

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
~ublic Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

--

I.Conent range is the ~.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftry'ing to recreate the

," uncertainties of the past.
'

.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions .that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

. -' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use'
activities like agricultu:r:e,multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and,vegetative concerns.
"-g. The B. 1. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

, project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
. project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now.and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot slfPport.
- a. I donotsupportthe B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do Lknow ifhistor1c range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

,be necessary.' " .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces ]?ublic access~ has built-in conflicts-with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
';-CurrentRange Vegetation Management'..

Print name: ~ '0tL

Address~City Zip:
. ,-

Signed: /
011t\

Date,: '



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal PUITington

.

3050 NE 3rdSt.
.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEl'VED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
.

public Comment Process '

, ,

JAN 1 4 2004 I

BLMPAiNEVlcLE @~. J
.

DISTRICT ~~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of'CuITent
Range Vegetation'Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUITentRange' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

1.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ofnying to recreate the

", uncertainties of the past. '
','

'- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large. '

-'d. CUITent range is the most compatible imd consistent with other CUITentland-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. "

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing pubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation -

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
,project area is meant for,human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason Isupport current range, it accommodates people and their actions the.'best. It .,

wo~ks betteLunder change, the tYpes of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot slfPport.
-a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

put. , '

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use~ before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

, be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts 'with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management' . '

Printnaine: £fZ-[C W'H ITe ,

~:;,c~k:te ~~Wo~' f){wa(



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

~eLM PRINEVIL~E t.p::~cJ4
'

OJSTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
fublic Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to .beon record as supportive of' Current
,

Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Hi$toric Range'
for several reasons. . '

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility. '

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftry1ng to 'recreate the
,,' uncertaintiesof the past. .

- c. The concept ofrecreatmg vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large. '

-'d., Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other cun;ent land-use
activities like agricultw.:e, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. -,

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing:public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
,project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cunent range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the,future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
"

r .

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

, be necessary. ' '

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces :public access~ has built-in confHcts'with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.
.

Please amend 'the preferred alternative to support;

- '.culTent Range Vegetation Management'. '

Print name: D t"- V\ tC- / JJ!z ~~~ ff-'Lc.>- ,"'-
d ,

."

Address, City,Zip: A [I ~J. ;vtt?frtJ Iq ~ 1 5b
Sig~ed:y~:f" - ...,""--~ Date,: l/ 7 ;6 C;

, . ( I



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal PUITirigton

.

3050 NE 3rdSt.
.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

. RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2p04

~, r~r
BLM PRINEVILLE <.:)09

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process'

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
foi.mul~ted technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .

for several reasons. .

I.Current range is the B.1.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility. .

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftr,Ying to recreate the
,.' uncertainties ofthe past.

.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

.

.' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

. e. Current range works the. best with OUICUITentand future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our CUITentneeds and vegetative concerns. .

'.

- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

.project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of cb,anges tbat will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot S1;tpport.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. '.

- b. How do I know ifhistoric.range is the best choice when it's never beenuse4 before? .
- c. Historic range win be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces :t'ublic access~ has built-in conflicts'with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-.CutTentRange Vegetation Management'. '

Print name: 120IA-"\: S-IJU.,..(S 0 c"'-

Address~ Ci1y~Zip: I {:2 ~} f trJ-I.V'"f,...,"'d~i",-

Sig~ed: ~V~?~_....

pr.l.",( 1.-,fie
.

ol 9 '1 "7 ?"'(

Date.: ! ~/, -
"
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RECEIVED'
Bureau of Land Management'

. A11: Teal Pun-ington '

3050 NE 3rdSt. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RB: Upper DeschLttes Resource Management Draft. '
J;'ublic Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEvIlLE

f!!!i;:9DISTRICT ~r !;)d

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of~Cuuent
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefen-ed alternative B.1.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUITentRange' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

'
'

1.Current range is the B.1.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Cun-entrangeisn't restrictedlikehistoricrange to a concept of trying to recreate the

"
ullcertaintiesof the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.. '

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. ,

- e. Current range works the, best with our cun-ent and future vegetative conditions.'
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds and vegetative concerns.
"

- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing pubUc lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately oWned. This

. project area is meant for'human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cUtTentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that wjll occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot SllPport.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

pMt. .
. .

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useq before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implementand more law enforcementwill
, be necessary.

' .
'

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts 'with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.

'Current Range Vegetation Management'. "

Print name: S:lt; A~/; -:::::Jf 6(ff~
.

Address, City, Zip: )5/"5 .$,{,. k:l4 J1M.r~~ ;'h}{.t.IVIccYL
.
9>/5' V

,

~. ..~r;
,

:J
Signed:

.
:ai:;::;~;4' /;Jj Date,: )-6 '"CI';
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Bureau of Land Management' '
A TT: Teal PUITingtan ' ,
3050 NE 3rd St.

.

Prineville, Oregan 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVilLE ~
DISTRIOT ~

RE: Upper Deschutes Re~ource Management Draft. '
J;>ublicCo.mment Process

As a cancerned Central Oregan resident I would like to.be on record as suppartive of 'CuITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasans. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it' s built in flexibility., ,
~ b. CUITent range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftry'ing to recreate the

,,' uncertainties of the past.
"-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
-' d. Cucrent range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agricultur:e,multiple use and recreation.
.

'~e. Current range works the. best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.

- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
.

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"

~ g. The B. L. M.. is-managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area. is mostly privately owned. This
,project area is meant for'human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current i'ange, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works

-
better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
-a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .
"

.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary. '

-d. .Those greaterexpenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Bistoric rang~ reduces J?ubIicaccess, has built-in conflicts ,with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use. ' . .
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Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington.
3050NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

.

RECEIVED

RB: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
:I;ublic Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

@BlM PRINEVJL~
.

.

2;dg
DISTRICT .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

"
uncertaintiesof the past.

. - c. The conceptof recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150years ago and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the communityat large. .

.

.' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultw::e,multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs ~d vegetative concerns.
"- g. The R L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
. project area is meanffor.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range; it accommodates people and their actions the. best. It
works better under change, the types C?fchanw that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot s~pport.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.. .
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use~ before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.
.

~d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are ~nclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflictswitl1 multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'.current Range Vegetation Management'. '

Print name: ~ .
~d{

Ad~ss, City,Zip: '!2' 2-l f1 a:-W
Signed: ~ 1ktl/\

.3 q/TTI
%1'"

Date.: {
---

fD L-(
(



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal PUITington '
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

~...,a
' .
0BLM PRINEVILLE ~d I

DISTRICTRE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

J?ublic Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of~CUITen{
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support ~CurrentRange' over ~Historic Range'
for several reasons.' '

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
..a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility. .

..b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

.' uncertaintks of the past.
'

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large..

.

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agyiculture,multiple use and recreation. ,

- e. Current range works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cucrent needs and vegetative concerns. '.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing pubJic lands within a federaiiydesignated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CUITentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the. best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot sIlpport.
-. a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertaintiesof the

,

past. . .
.

-b. How do I lmow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useq before? .
.. c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary: '.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unceliain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in: conflicts with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.
. .

Print name:

~cl. (?e ct1].ol. f

Signed: Date,:



Bmeau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rd St. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 ~ .

t>

-

BLM PRINEVILLE -p"<.!J::;; I

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resomce Management Draft.

.

J;>ublicComment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .

for several reasons. '

I.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a' It is the best approachbecause of it's built in flexibility. ,

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

"
uncertainti~sof the past.

.'

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
";..g. T~-B.L. :M.;is managing public lands within a:federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
.project area is meant for,human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the. best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in th,efuture,-

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.

- a. I do not support the B .L.M... ' s efforts to re-create. the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. . . .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in con!lictswith multiple use. and de-.

emphasizesagriculturaluse. .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'.cuITent Range Vegetation Management'. ,

Print name: CAn5 FUI1/L
.

Ad~ress, ti~9' 5~. L/JroJf>b.vJ. r l(11/~
Signed: it .-. Date.!-G -() L(

t)(2.. Cf")7~L/



Bureau bf Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE yd St.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

REC'EIVED
JAN 1 4 2004'

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT €ifJRE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

:public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated techniquecalled 'Historic Range'. I support 'CtlrrentRange' over 'Historic Range' ,

for several reasons. . .

LCurrent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
-b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

,.' uncertainties of the past.,
'.- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to th~ communityat large. '

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistentwith other cutTentland-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. Moois managing pubUc lands within a federally designated reclamation

projectarea. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the.'best. It
works better under ch~ge, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future..

---
.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.
- d. Those greater e~penses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts'with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agricultural use. "

.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
~.current Range Vegetation Mana2:ement' ."

Printname: Bi'f( LtJji&

Address, City~ Zip: ??JJ J w
" "-

Signed:,~ ~
))d 1'r 'f..u~frltJ'1/)10(( 1 71,)6

Y .

Date,: J- '1 - {;>'1



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

""

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

eLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

rt~JAN 1 4 2004

As a concerned C~ntral Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M. ' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
-

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn'"tvery beneficial to the community at large.

.;.d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. "

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f, Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative"concerns.

"- g. The B. L M.. is managing public lands witJEn.aJederally designated reclamation

"

project 'area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
"-b. How do I know if historic range is the best c:hoicewhen it's never beel1l,.lSedbefore?

- c. Historic range will be inore expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Ran2:e Vegetation Management'.

Print name: 3 u.-ll t>. {.,. rp() III~
.

.
'

Address.City,Zip:54:8 I N~ LI)a'/ VUfJ ri5' h.:l1<-d.--PY'"/lflc:.V] (IeI OK
Signed:~Llll d ?rK'UO- Date:/d);r;jrJz

Cj715!



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd 8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

~),JAN 142004

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons. '. ,

I. Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built.in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isrft very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture,multiple use and recreation.
'

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

, prioritizesour current needs and vegetativeconcerns.
"

-
g. The B. 1. -M..is managingpublicJands within a federallydesignatedreclamation

- - project area. The landwithin this reclamationareais mostlyprivatelyowned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support tlie B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces publk access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agriculturaluse. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:
..

ql/'S ro
Date:/~-/9-63

&.

;

t~fi;



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE3rd 81.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

RECEIVED
JAN 14 2004 ~
BLM PRINEVILLE ~

DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current.
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the 13.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.,
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past.
.

.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossibleand isn"'tvery bendicial to the communityat large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. Moois managingpublic lands wIthin a federallydesignatedreclamation - =----

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is-meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
'- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses Calmotbejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Cun'ent Ran£e Ve£etation Management'.

Print name:.

eV( 1775/
Date:J2/-1 q 103

.J~i"



.i3ureauof Land Management
ATT: TealPuITington

. 3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

. JAN 1 4 20°(8)BLM PRINEVILLE

.

. ~DISTR/OT
.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CuITent Range' over' Historic Range'
for severalreasons.

.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. rt is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept ofrecreatirig vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the bestch~ce of creating a heahhy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
-

',' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing publk lands.within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their 'actions the best. It

. works betterrunderch~ge, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. Howdo I know if historic range is the best choicewhen it's never been used befol:e'?.

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.'

.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'CuITent Range Vegetation Management'.

JlIfr£ S7A-R- f(Print name:

Address.City.ZiP7~ UL11,'5 I...;{.

SIgned: #. -.

BEAfJ .
cf2- CJ7?Q (

Date: (2. - 2. 2-""0~
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process'

R!=CEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

eLM PRINEVILLE

.

~
DISTRICT ~

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supporti ve of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred altemativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chat:lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- ~~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managingpublic lands within a federallydesignatedreclamation
project area. The land withiri'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human "development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. ]t
works better under change, the types of changes that will oc~ur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t.
.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befOl;e'?
- c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement wi II

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be j~stified by results that are unclear and unce~1ain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple LIse.and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

l<ecJh'ld)~ fL, (}r7.JG-

Date: /:2-/)/) -() :>

"-\.



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, ,Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2D04~BLM PRINEVILLE W-..531
.

DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive Of'CLUTent
. RangeVegetationManagement'.The preferredalternativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetationmanagement.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
. - c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't Very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chalfce of creating a healthy and diversi tied ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. __n
--

'I - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
-- .

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly priv'ately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better unde.!..change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do riot support the B.L.M..'s efforts-to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. ,

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?

-
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. 'Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multip!e use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: ~ O--V'V\ c2..<:; ~~~Y'\
"

Address. City, Zip:

.
L.\.~ ~'N . ~- ,\J '(? Q S

Signed: t <.-~ ~ Da~: \ "2-- 2. 2. - ~
b

.,
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BUreauof Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
30.50 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754 '

RECEIVED'
JAN 1 4.2004 gJ
ELM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT'
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique qalled 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUJTentrange is the B.L.M.'s presentmethod of vegetationmanagement.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b.C urrent range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150.years ago and before

, is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat large.
'

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. tUITent range has the best cha.t:lceof creating a healthy and diversi tied ecosystem that

\ prioritizes our CUITentneeds arid vegetative concerns.
i ,

- = !,'- ~-g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within/this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support <?uITentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes thatwiIl occur !"lowandin the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past '

- b. How do I know if1.1istoricrange is the best choice when it's never been use,dbefol:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .

- d. Those greaierexpenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
;Current Range Vegetation Management".

Print name: ~''"€.)'f\~.~A~~

~~~.Ct l~:~\2-n~.O~

"1,.



13ureauof Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd81. .

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004(f!g..)
BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT
.

,

RE: Upper Deschutes'Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed] 50 years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat large. . '

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities likeagriculture,multipleuse and recreation.

.

#-e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns.

~' - g.The B. L. Moois managing public lands within a federaI1y designated recIamarion-
~

project area. The land within'this reclamation area, is mostly privat~ly owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur no:v and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
.

, .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used bef01:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. '
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. 'Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multip!e LIse.and de-

emphasizes agricultural use. ",1

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
t

'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:

'\0 -.f\.J
'\

Date: 1~ -J')- 03
977 s~

\.
"



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEP1t'ED

:~ p~rN:v:4~!i)
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' 'over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.. .
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
,

uncertainties of the past.. .
. c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existeq 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
. f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversi tied ecosystem that

prioritizes. our current needs a~d vegetative concerns.

~' . g. The B. L. M.. is managi:flg-public lands within a federally designateci' reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is most]y privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and inthe future.

.2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. '5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befOl:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses .cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. 'Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
;Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname:~/..s:,+//) i' Te_c;-I-er-

Address. City, Zip: 57"2-7 /y] (1 J z.!~'1
.-/ ' "~'-'..

,... .

Signed~~ t_- ~
'/
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 ~
BI.M PRINEVILLE ~

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Currentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat large. .

- d. Current range is.the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns.
(! - g. The B. L M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- -a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create .the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know ifhistoric range is the best choice when it's never been used befo,;e'?
-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that ar~ unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple LIse.and de-
emphasizes agricultural tlse.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
_. 'Current Range Vegetation Management".

Print name: ~ J! e. 2-e- C-t~LiLf ..

.
. .

.

Addre~ 8t23/& Wtl/u-('c H~ ,peL
Signed: '

...

\~ ZloiJd-f Date: J~p~~3
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004~ .JBLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
,

Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons.

LCurrent range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approachbecauseof it's built in flexibility. ,

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
unc,ertainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.,
I; - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally:cte-signatedreclamation

project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range; it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. '.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befOl:e?
- c. Historic range will be more ~xpensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. ,

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. ' Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

;f~-r~ (vov~/I
I

~O3 4'..J. 'Un-r,/~' !1ly/(efRtf.

~ Date: 1.2 -"22- 0:1

Print name:

Address. City, Zip:

Signed: 10/-
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13u~eauof Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd 8t.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

{!i3)-
-

(g
BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process '

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. ,is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for sev~ral reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to 'recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
- is impossibleand isn't verybeneficial to the communityat Jarge. . '

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best cha.t:lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that.

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
,,' - g. The B.J M.. is managingpublic lands within a feEierallydesignatedreclamation

. project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cUrrent range, it accommodatespeop]e and their actions the best. ]t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the futl~re.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befot:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. '

.;d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.' Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in contlictswith multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

.

Please amend the prefecred alternative to support; .

'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: ~r/ n :::;:4~'. .

Address.City',Zip:-:5?7>'"? .--z/c:J Qp("'/7~~' ~~~nV ~
Signed: ~~ ~~~'-') Date: / ~ - ~-O"S

'"\,..



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE Jfd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

J:~P~'N:V:4 #s#J
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.

.

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertaintiesof the past. . .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the communityat large. .

- d. c.urrent range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the hest with our current arid future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch8l!ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that.

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federal1y designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the fut':lre.

".

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wil1

be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
;Current Range Vegetation Management".

priJ1tname:t~~r( P~rnt
Address.City,Zip:!? / j ft,rc; t.:j)J) wA '1 '7} ~ 'L

Signed:~H~ Date: 1'-/203. /

"\.



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 200~
eLMPRINEVILLE ~.

DISTRICT

Asa concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the pest approach because of it's built in flexibility. .

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past., .

.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. ,

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chaJ.lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managingpublic landswithin a federal1ydesignated reclamation -

project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human d~velopment and occ~pancy. That is another key
reasqn I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

"

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b.' How do r know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol;e'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi II

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple Lise.and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; .

p
'Current Range Vegetation Management".

Print name: ~ ,R lCk v4 "'NO 11 '.

Address.City,~I(&- Sw
.

l~~ K6DtJ1o!"rf)

Signed: . Date: .!~ - ;;. 0 -0)

Or. 1:)7S6
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

:P:'N~~:~DISTRICT
RE: Upper Des~hutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a conc;ernedCentral Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation manag'ement.
- a.It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatibl.e and consistent with other current land-use

activities likeagriculture,multiple use and recreation.
"

'- e. Current range works the best with ourcUITent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns. ,

-- -~, - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CUITentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e''?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcementwill

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. ' Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'. ,

Print name: ~31\a C c.)V\ '\( ,\, \
Address. City, Zip: \ 5-30 f~'2...\~"\, \.-\1'(-)LU

Signedcb1LU 1':1rtlk ilixU-OI 1j
\ (

\\/1Q(A 1''(:\5 9il "-II

Date: 1;)- ;)Q.-(()~~,
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public CommentProcess

.

RECEIVED

~: P~'N~V~O°J;;fi4V
DISTRICT ~

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOITnulatedtechnique calIed 'Historic Range'. I support 'CuITent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for severalreasons.

.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't verybenefi~ialto the communityat large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. CUITentrange works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUITentrange has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds arid vegetative concerns.
~' - g. The B. L. M.. is managingpublic lands within a federallydesignated rec!amath::m---~

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CUITentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the bestlt
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'5 efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

. past.
-

- b. Howdo I knowif historic range is the best choice when it's never been Llsedbef01:e'?'

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. 'Historic range reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management',
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Pun-ington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

.'

RECeIVED

JAN 1 4 200~
eLMPRINEV'LL~

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supporti ve of' Current
'Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range,to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties ofthe past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at 1arge. '

- ~.Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range hasthe best cha1!ceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cun-ent needs arid vegetative concerns.
,,' - g. The B. L. M.. is managi11:g-publiclands within a federally designated'reclamation

project area. The land within !this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant f~r human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates peop.le and their actions the best. ]t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts tore-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been llsed bef01:e?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement wi \1

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unceI1ai.J1.
- e.

.
Historic range reduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and' de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Cuttent Range Vegetation Management'.
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2DD~
BLM PRINEVILLE ~

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon ,resident r would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique caIled 'Historic Range'. r support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

.

LCurrent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
~a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility. .

~ b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
~ c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chaIfce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.

'i - g. The B. L. M~. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another.key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management isa new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
. - b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's,never been used befol:e'?

~ c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more !aw enforcement will
,

benecessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ul1celiain.
- e.

.
Historic rarJgereduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. .

Please amend the. referred alternative to su ort;
'Current Range Vegetation Management".
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NEJrd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

.

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Reso1.+rceManagement Draft.
Public Comment Process

"f
JAN 1 420° @)

,'.(

65u
BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT .
"

As a conqerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. . .

-' c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn~t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. '

- e. Current range works the best with our ,current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L.' M.. is managing public lands within a federally ~.signa~ed reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy~ That is another key'
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actiop.s the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support. '
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know ifhistoric range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by resultsthat are unclearand uncertain.
- e. Historic l'angereduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Ran!re Vegetation Management'.
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